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Amendments to the Drawings: 



The attached sheet of drawings includes changes to Figure L This sheet, which includes Figure 
1, replaces the original sheet including Figure 1. In Figure 1, previously omitted elements 16 
and 18, and the lines separating those elements have been added. 



Attachment: Replacement sheets 

Armotated Sheets Showing Changes 
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Remarks 

Amendments to the Specification 

In the specification, the Title of the Invention has been amended to correct a minor 
punctuation informality. Additionally, paragraph [0015] has been amended to correct a minor 
numerical informality. These amendments do not introduce any new matter. 

Amendments to the Drawings 

In amended Figure 1, previously omitted elements 16 and 18, and the lines separating 
those elements have been added. Support for this revision is found in Figure 3 and Paragraph 
[0015]. Thus, this amendment introduces no prohibited new matter. 

The Objection to Claims 5 & 6 

Claims 5 and 6 are objected to because of minor informalities. Specifically, in Claim 5, 
Examiner noted that the phrase, "can be partially inserted," is ambiguous because it is unclear 
whether the phrase following the limitation is part of the claimed invention. Claim 6 inherits the 
same objection as it depends therefrom. Applicant has amended Claim 5 pursuant to Examiner's 
request. In view of the amendment, reconsideration and withdrawal of the objections are 
courteously requested. 

The Rejection of Claims 1-3, 5 and 9 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 1-3, 5 and 9 were rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
United States Patent No. 5,262,891 {Nakasato). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection 
and requests reconsideration for the following reasons. 
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Nakasato does not disclose using a microscope stand comprising a two part housing shell 
as taught by Applicant. Nakasato teaches a microscope stand comprising a single housing shell, 
specifically microscope body 3. (Fig. 1; Col. 3, Lines 57-60) A microscope stand/body 
functions as a mounting and alignment means for other microscope components. For example 
viewing bodies, objectives, objective turrets, stages, illumination means and power supplies are 
mounted on and in a microscope stand. It generally follows that viewing body tube 2 is not part 
of the microscope stand. Hence, the microscope stand taught by Nakasato comprises a single 
housing shell, /.e., microscope body 3. 

Contrarily, Applicant's microscope stand comprises first and second housing shells 16 
and 18, respectively. (Fig. 1; Para. [0015]) Applicant discloses that the microscope stand is 
constructed substantially from first and second housing shells, which are substantially similar, or 
more specifically, complimentary to each other. (Fig. 1) Thus, Applicant's invention is not 
anticipated by Nakasato's teaching of a single housing stand in combination with a viewing 
body. 

Furthermore, Nakasato does not teach a microscope stage assembly comprising a sample 
support part, a cylindrical guide part, and a base part having an integral illumination module as 
taught in Applicant's disclosxxre. The microscope stage disclosed in Nakasato is a traditional 
microscope stage, wherein the relative distance between illumination source 9 and sample 
support 7 can be adjusted. Specifically by rotating knob 11, stage 10 can be moved up and down 
relative to stage support 8, thereby changing the relative distance between source 9 and sample 
support 7. Moreover, moimt 13 is not a cylindrical guide, it is merely a mount used to position 
illumination source 9 on moveable stage 10. 

Applicant discloses a microscope stage assembly including a cylindrical guide part. The 
cylindrical guide part serves dual purposes: 1) fixing the distance between the illumination 
source and the sample support part; and, 2) providing a guide means between the microscope 
stand and the stage assembly whereby the movement of the stage assembly is determined by the 
interaction of the guide part vsdth the stand. In short, the cylindrical guide part described in 
Applicant's disclosure is structurally and fimctionally different firom the cylindrical illumination 
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mount described in Nakasato, specifically the fixed distance guiding means taught by Applicant 
is substantially different fi*om the mere mounting means taught by Nakasato. 

Because Applicant's invention as recited in Claim 1 comprises several elements, le,, a 
stand constructed from a first and second housing shell and a stage assembly including a 
cylindrical guide part, not disclosed within the cited reference, Claim 1, and all claims dependent 
therefrom, are not anticipated by Nakasato. Additionally, because Nakasato does not disclose, 
teach, or suggest using a microscope stand comprising a first and second housing shell or a stage 
assembly including a cylindrical guide part, Claim 1 is also non-obvious in view of Nakasato. 

For all the reasons stated above with regard to the microscope stage assembly. Claim 9 is 
also not anticipated by Nakasato, As previously stated, the microscope stage disclosed in 
Nakasato is a traditional microscope stage, wherein the relative distance between illumination 
source 9 and sample support 7 can be adjusted. More importantly, Nakasato's stage does not 
comprise an assembly including a cylindrical guide part. The stage includes cylindrical mount 
13, however the mount merely provides support for illumination source 9. The mount does not 
provide means to guide stage movement Thus, Nakasato is missing a critical element of 
Applicant's claimed invention, /.e,, a microscope stage including a cylindrical guide part. 

Because Applicant's invention as recited in Claim 9 comprises an element, a stage 
assembly including a cylindrical guide part, not disclosed within the cited reference, Claim 9, 
and all claims dependent therefrom, are not anticipated by Nakasato. Additionally, because 
Nakasato does not disclose, teach, or suggest using a stage assembly including a cylindrical 
guide part. Claim 9 is also non-obvious in view of Nakasato. 

In view of the foregoing remarks and amendments to the claims, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections are courteously requested. 
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The Rejection of Claims 9, 10 and 13 Under 35 U.S.C. S 102fel 

Claims 9, 10 and 13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
United States Patent No. 6,674,575 {Tandler et al). Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection and requests reconsideration for the following reasons. 

Tandler et al. do not disclose using a microscope stage assembly as taught by Applicant. 
The Tandler et al teaching lacks an essential element of Applicant's invention, /.e., a 
microscope stage including a cylindrical guide part. Applicant respectfully submits that element 
13, identified as a guide part by Examiner, is actually a second LED. (Col. 2, Lines 49-65) 
Moreover, even though element 13 is an LED, Tandler et al do not teach a microscope stage 
including a cylindrical guide part. Tander et al provide no connective means between 
microscope stage 1 and any configuration of illumination sources. Furthermore, there is no 
disclosure of how microscope stage 1 interacts with the microscope stand. In short, because 
Tander et al do not disclose how the stage interfaces with the stand, it generally follows that 
there is no teaching of a microscope stage including a cylindrical guide part, wherein the stage is 
carried by the microscope stand via the cylindrical guide, as taught in Applicant's disclosure. 

Because Applicant's invention as recited in Claim 9 comprises an element, /.e., a stage 
assembly including a cylindrical guide part, not disclosed within the cited reference. Claim 9, 
and all claims dependent therefrom, are not anticipated by Tandler et al. Additionally, because 
Tandler et al do not disclose, teach, or suggest using a stage assembly including in a cylindrical 
guide part, Claim 9 is also non-obvious in view of Tandler et al. 

In view of the foregoing remarks and amendments to the claims, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections are courteously requested. 
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The Rejection of Claims 4, 1 1 and 12 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103fa) 

Claims 4, 11 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakasato, in view of United States Patent No. 5,315,080 {Kaczynski et ah). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited 
above with respect to Nakasato, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 

Dependent Claim 4 contains all of the limitations of independent Claim 1, due to its 
dependency therefrom. Similarly, dependent Claims 11 and 12 contains all of the limitations of 
independent Claim 9, due to their dependency therefrom. As previously mentioned, Claims 1 
and 9 are not anticipated by, nor are they obvious in view of Nakasato. In order to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness under Section 103, the references, alone or in combination, must 
teach all the elements of rejected Claims 4, 1 1 and 12, which they do not. Furthermore, there is 
no motivation to combine Nakasato with Kaczynski et al or to modify the references to create 
the subject invention. Additionally, Kaczynski et al does not contain the missing elements, /.^., 
a microscope stand comprising a first and second housing shell or a stage assembly including a 
cylindrical guide part. Therefore, since Claim 1 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further 
in view of Kaczynski et al, due to the missing elements, it necessarily follows that Claim 4 is 
also non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further in view of Kaczynski et al, due to its 
dependency from Claim 1. Similarly, Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further 
in view of Kaczynski et al, due to the missing element, it necessarily follows that Claims 1 1 and 
12 are also non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further in view of Kaczynski et al, due to their 
dependency from Claim 9. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejections of Claims 4, 11 and 12 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is appropriate and respectfully requested. 
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The Rejection of Claims 6. 14 and 15 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claim 6, 14 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
NakasatOy in view of United States Patent No. 4,565,427 {Schilling et al). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited 
above with respect to Nakasato, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 

With regard to Claim 6, as previously mentioned, Applicant respectfully submits that 
independent Claim 1 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato. Additionally, Schilling et al does not 
contain the missing elements, /.e., a microscope stand comprising a first and second housing 
shell or a stage assembly including a cylindrical guide part. Further, there is no motivation to 
combine Nakasato with Shilling et al or change what is taught by these references. Therefore, it 
follows that Claim 1 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further in view of Schilling et al. 
Hence, Claim 6 is also non-obvious in view of Nakasato, and further in view of Schilling et al, 
due to its dependency from Claim 1 . 

With regard to Claims 14 and 15, again as mentioned above. Applicant respectfully 
submits that independent Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato. Additionally, Shilling et 
al does not contain the missing element, i.e., a stage assembly including a cylindrical guide part, 
and does not contain a teaching, suggestion or motivation to utilize a microscope stage having a 
cylindrical guide part. For these reasons. Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato and 
further in view of Schilling et al, and it follows that Claims 14 and 15 are also non-obvious in 
view of Nakasato and further in view of Schilling et al, due to their dependency from Claim 9. 

Withdrawal of the rejections of Claims 6, 14 and 15 is courteously requested. 
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The Rejection of Claim 7, 8 and 10 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 7, 8 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakasato, in view of United States Patent No. 5,781,338 (Kapitza et al). Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited above with 
respect to Nakasato, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 

Again, Applicant asserts that all the elements of independent Claim 1, specifically the 
microscope stand comprising a first and second housing shell and a stage assembly including a 
cylindrical guide part, are not contained in Nakasato or Kapitza et al. Hence, Claim 1 is non- 
obvious in view of Nakasato and further in view of Kapitza et al. Because dependent Claims 7 
and 8 contain all of the limitations of independent Claim 1, due to its dependency therefrom, it 
follows that Claims 7 and 8 are also non-obvious in view of Nakasato and further in view of 
Kapitza et al . 

Likewise, Applicant asserts that all the elements of independent Claim 9, specifically the 
stage assembly including a cylindrical guide part, are not contained in Nakasato or Kapitza et al, 
and thus Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato and further in view of Kapitza et al. 
Hence, because dependent Claim 10 contains all of the limitations of independent Claim 9, due 
to its dependency therefrom, it follows that Claim 10 is also non-obvious in view of Nakasato 
and further in view of Kapitza et al . 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 7, 8 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
is appropriate and respectfully requested. 

The Rejection of Claim 13 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakasato, in 
view of Tandler et al. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and requests 
reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited above with respect to Nakasato and Tandler et al, 
in addition to the reasons set forth below. 
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Once again, independent Claim 9 recites the element of a microscope stage including a 
cylindrical guide part. This element is not contained in either Nakasato or Tandler et al . Hence, 
Claim 9, and all claims dependent therefrom, Claim 13, are non-obvious in view of 
Nakasato and further in view of Tandler et al . 

Withdrawal of the rejections of Claim 13 is courteously requested. 

The Rejection of Claim 16 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claim 16 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakasato. 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons 
recited above with respect to Nakasato^ in addition to the reasons set forth below. 

As previously mentioned, Nakasato does not contain the missing element recited in 
Claim 9, i.e., a microscope stage including a cylindrical guide part. Therefore, it follows that 
Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Nakasato. Hence, Claim 16 is also non-obvious in view of 
Nakasato, due to its dependency from Claim 9. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 16 xmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is 
appropriate and respectfully requested. 

The Rejection of Claim 1 1 and 12 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 11 and 12 were rejected vmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tandler et al, in view of Kaczynski et al. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and 
requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited above with respect to Tandler et al and 
Kaczynski et al, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 
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Again, Applicant asserts that ail the elements of independent Claim 9, specifically the 
microscope stage including a cylindrical guide part, are not contained within Tandler et al or 
Kaczynski et al, and as such, Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Tandler et al and further in 
view of Kaczynski et al. Because dependent Claims 11 and 12 contain all of the limitations of 
independent Claim 9, due to its dependency therefrom, it follows that Claims 1 1 and 12 are also 
non-obvious in view of Tandler et al and further in view of Kaczynski et al . 

Withdrawal of rejections of Claims 1 1 and 12 is courteously requested. 

The Rejection of Claim 14 and 15 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 14 and 15 were rejected imder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tandler et al, in view of Schilling et al. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and 
requests reconsideration, for all of the reasons recited above with respect to Tandler et al and 
Shilling et al, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 

From Applicant's assertion that all elements recited in independent Claim 9 are not 
contained in either Tandler et al or Schilling et al, alone or in combination, it follows that 
Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Tandler et al and further in view of Schilling et al. 
Consequently, Claims 14 and 15 are also non-obvious in view of Tandler et al and further in 
view of Schilling et al, due to their dependency from Claim 9. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 14 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is 
appropriate and respectfully requested. 

The Rejection of Claim 16 Under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claim 16 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tandler et 
al. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and requests reconsideration, for all of the 
reasons recited above with respect to Tandler et al, in addition to the reasons set forth below. 
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As previously asserted. Claim 9 is non-obvious in view of Tandler et al. Therefore, it 
follows that Claim 16 is also non-obvious in view of Tandler et al due to its dependency from 
Claim 9. 

Withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 16 is courteously requested. 



Conclusion 

For all the reasons outlined above. Applicant respectfully submits that the claims as 
amended are patentable over the cited references and in condition for allowance, which action is 
courteously requested. 



Respectfully submitted, - 
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